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and which retarded the cure. During the following summer, a little serous 
flmd somehmes flowed from the wound, which has since entirely cicatrized 
and the woman has become healthier than before her abdominal pregnancy. 
There are but few instances on record of gastrotomy having been successfully 
performed in cases of extra-uterine pregnancy. In the case of Dr. Gais, the 
success may m great measure be attributed to the adhesion between the cyst 

j ,hc P critonc "' n ' which prevented a prolapsus of the 
intestines and the admission of air into the abdominal cavitv 
Weinhardt relates a case 1 in which the fcctus was closely united to the peri- 
toneum and mesentery, and m which gastrotomy was performed with success 
Dr. noth gtves in Graefe and Walther’s Journal, Vol. VI. No. 3, for 1804?an 
account of a case in which a uterine pregnancy took place, and terminated 
favourably whilst the mother was carrying an extra-uterine (ictus. This last 
was extracted by means of gastrotomy, and the mother recovered from the 
JSTmmS;'J sls “ PhyaicUn * ^^‘ “eceasful case, see 

Cases in which the operation was unsuccessful are related by Bouillon f 
Mvarat, Plaignaud, Maslieiirt and Dubois,5 F. dc Goizueta,! and Mott* 

III a case recorded by Dr. Heim, the firms ruptured its envelope, and escaped 
into the abdominal cavity; it was extracted alive, but the mother died. 


MEDICAL JURISPRUDENCE. 

55. Are there certain Questions which a Medical Man in a Court of Justice may 
rtjuse to Answer?—' Tins is a very important question, and one, the solution of 
aluch has often been demanded of us. It will appear from the following ex¬ 
tracts, which we make from a recent No. of the London Medical Gazette, that 
medical persons have no privilege whatever not to disclose circumstances re¬ 
vealed to them professionally; and that the only communications privileged are 
those to their legal advisers entrusted with those communications as such. A 
leading case on the subject is Wilson v. ltastall, 4 Ter. Rep. 754. 

Mr. Cxtsiu HiwK.xa examined bp Mr. Dcxxiso. Q. Mr. Hawkins, arc you 
acquainted with the lady at the bar ? and how long have you been so?—A* A 
great many years: I believe about thirty. Q. Are you acquainted with the 
present Lord Bristol: and how long have you been so*—A. I have had the 
Honour of knowing the Earl of Bristol nearly as many years. Q. Do you know 
of any intercourse between my Lord B. and the lady at the bar?—A.* Of an in- 
tercourse certainly: of acquaintance undoubtedly. *Q. Do you know from the 
parties of any marriage between them?— Mr. Hawkins. I do not know how 
tar any thing that has come before me in a confidential trust in my profession 
should be disclosed, consistent with my professional honour. (The question 
and answer were here repeated.) Mr. Dunning. I trust your lordships will 
see nothing in my question that can betray confidential trust, or dishonour to 
sir. Hawkins in giving it. My question is simply, whether Mr. Hawkins knows 
trom the parties of any marriage between them?— Lord High Stacard. The 
question that was asked by the counsel at the bar, is, “ Whether the witness 
knew, from any information of cither of the two parties, that they were mar- 
ned. * The witness objects to it, whether he is to answer any questions that 

,1 ? cons,stent w, th his professional honour. Your lordships are to determine 
whether the question put by the counsel at the bar shall be asked > Lord 
Hansfitld. I suppose Mr. Hawkins means to demur to the question upon the 

+ » et » hr ? c ' 1, \ unj r ” nrr nu rkwunlipen operation durrh den Kaisercbnitt. Bautzen. 1802. 
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QUARTERLY PERISCOPE. 


ground that it came to his knowledge some wav from his heinn- t , 
surgeon for one or both of the parties; and I take for granted^if nf T i“ 1 
understands that it is your lordships’ opinion, that he has no privilege™ that 
giving the answer, that then, under fheamho 
nty of your lordships’ judgment, he will submit to answer it. Therefore .t 
save your lordships the trouble of an adjournment, if no lord differs in m,inion 
but thinks that a surgeon has no privilege to avoid giving evidence in acorn 
15 , bOUnd b , y thc hw of th « ‘“d ‘0 do if, (if any of yourTordsZ 
ff an Sl ', C ' a pnv,k '^’ h " i" be a ™tter to be debated elsewhere bm 
. , >°“ r Iordsll «P s acquiesce, Mr. Hawkins will understand that it is vn., 
judgment and opinion, that a surgeon has no privilcse when it is a m-.t' • i 
quesuon, a civil or criminal cause, to known wbeu'fr plnic" were mart H 
or whether a child was born, to say that his introduction to the parties v™,' 
the course of his profession, and in that way he came to the knowledge of it 
„ ? r p 7 nte ?’ 1 ,at ,f Mr ' f-wkins understands that, it is a Whrtion „ 
him and a clear justification to all the world. If a surgeon wu aZS ' 
reveal these secrets, to be sure be would be guilty of abroach of honour 'Ll 
o great indiscretion; but to give that information in a court of justice which 

indUcrerion°whatever? *“ " b ° U " d *° d °’ ^ 

A!ld q if CSt 7 0n °" CC more ’ and answe red directly bv Mr. Hawkins, 
-.ho J 'u .i J '! 3 :ce { lu!,rr ’ >" giving judgment in the case of Wilson v. Rastail 
above alluded to, thus proceeds:— isasuu, 

'■ I take the distinction to be now well settled, that the privilege extends to 
lose three enumerated cases, (counsel, solicitor, and attomev.) at all times 
but that it is confined to these cases only. There arc cases to which it is much 

cL^nn Cd ’ M- 1 bW ,° f PV'vi'ege is not extended; those in which modi' 
cal persons are obliged to disclose the information which they acquire bv t 

nrt"f,"’h hC,t characters. This point was very mudiTonsidend 

be h n U ' lchess of Kingston • case, where Mr. Carsar Hawkins, who had attend^ 
the Duchess as a medical person, made the objection himself, but was over- 
ruled, and compelled to give evidence against the prisoner.”* 

P ° dmb>B ,he U ' hok amr,e °f Vt'ro-gutdion, be ignorant thd 

aie «, JVrgmmtf-Most women accused of infanticide, allege in tSXce 
that they were ignorant of their being pregnant, and some writers on medical 

during slee n p C in ^mt ‘ ,s P ossib ; l ‘ , . v ' n c “cs in which the woman has conceived 
denr fed q P ’ of com P ,ete drunkenness, or finally in a disease which 

d iZ r ' ° f ,lle ‘ r SCnSCS ' Tllc motio " 5 of the foetus, however, and other 

lion M P Ortk n nev n, «lI’i m m ° 5t “*“• mate " 1C woman awarc of her condi- 
nr, v;n„;iv b l l , , le e , S3 3“°*“ "'“"r cases of married women who had 
previously had children, and who had no motive for concealing their pregnancy 
who went on the full term of gestation without ever suspecting the! ^condition’ 
I)r. I-oass has related in the JbreUxu Gm&ralu for February last, the two fol¬ 
lowing cases, which are confirmatory of the opinion of the learned medical 
jurist just alluded to. Under the head Midwiferv, Art. S3, p. 531, will he found 

MM^'Z'and Zoaes °" °" ^ 5UbjeC '’ a " d WhW * c °'" cid “ with that of 
f m all —n "'“ Consulted, says M. Lores, in the month of August, 1819, by a 
thrimost°imtdiri/confi rendcr cd professional services, Sd who placed 

a ven thin hih me ' Thls woman ’ taII “ ‘''an common, and of 

a very thin habit, had the abdomen very much swelled, to such a degree 'hat 
she thought herself attacked with abdominal dropsy. After having examined 
her With care Itold her that I believed her to be with child to Fwhteh she 
[oM k m V r .| P ,' e i‘ ’ ‘ ‘ at r ' 0 dld " 0t Ulinfc s0 > and for the following reasoiui-Shc 

icr foriv^eonS r f T; S V^ ° fa ' ?C ’ tl,at shehad ceiised to menstruate in 
ber forty -second y ear, that she had entered the house of a bachelor as a house- 

* See State Triall, trial of the Daehca. ofKinpton for bisunr, A. D 1TO, voi. u. coL J71-570. 


